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The aim of this systematic review was to evaluate the functionality of fixed and removable partial dentures as test interventions in
relation to variations in the opposing dentition and their prosthetic restoration. The abstracts identified in the respective databases
were screened independently by two investigators. RCTs and uncontrolled studies were considered, provided the patients were
included consecutively and the confounding variables were adequately monitored. Seventeen papers were included. The study
and publication quality was assessed using a “biometric quality” tool showing an overall poor quality. The reported outcomes,
such as survival rates, were in each case obtained from a single study. Two possible trends could be deduced for the endpoint
longevity: (a) the first trend in favor of removable partial dentures, compared to fixed partial dentures, with a fully edentulous
opposing arch fitted with a removable prosthesis; (b) the second trend in favor of implant-supported partial dentures, compared
to conventionally fixed partial dentures, with natural opposing dentition or with a removable partial denture in the opposing arch.
No evidence could be generated as to whether, and if so how, variations in the opposing dentition have a bearing on the decision

to fit a partially edentulous arch with a fixed or removable partial denture.

1. Introduction

The German decision maker Federal Joint Committee (FJC)
commissioned the Institute for Quality and Efficiency in
Health Care (IQWIiG) to perform a scientific evaluation on
the relevance of variations in the opposing dentition for
the functionality of fixed and removable partial dentures.
On May 20, 2010 the FJC decided, on the basis of the
present systematic review, that routine care cannot be made
dependent upon whether the opposing arch is provided with
fixed or removable partial dentures [1] and has therefore
revoked its previous directive on fixed allowances for health
care services.

In the Fourth German Dental Oral Health Study (DMS-
IV) it was estimated that, without taking wisdom teeth
into account, in persons aged between 35 and 44 years, on
average about 2.7 teeth were missing; 48.5% of missing teeth
had been replaced [2]. In persons aged between 65 and 74
years, 14.2 teeth on average were missing and 31.3% had
an edentulous upper arch; 88.7% of missing teeth had been
replaced.

With the exception of a shortened dental arch, every
tooth gap requires the earliest possible prosthetic restoration
in order to avoid secondary damage. When deciding upon
the type of denture most suitable for the respective patient,
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besides the nature of the opposing dentition or the type of
prosthetic restoration in the opposing arch [3], the following
factors play a crucial role: (1) size of gap (number of
missing teeth), type of gap (free-end or interdental), and gap
localization [4]; (2) age of patient [5]; (3) specific factors
in the patient’s lifestyle, including in particular the quality
of the patient’s oral hygiene as well as his or her tobacco
consumption [6].

The subsequent specifications define the aim of the inves-
tigation, which is as follows: assessment of the functionality
of fixed and removable partial dentures as test interventions
in relation to variations in the opposing dentition and their
prosthetic restoration. Following patient-relevant outcomes
were evaluated: (1) “denture longevity” [7], (2) “change in
dietary habits” [8], (3) “oral health-related quality of life” [9]
to include patient satisfaction and phonetic rehabilitation,
which are parameters relevant to quality of life, and (4)
“denture cleansability and aftercare required” [10].

2. Material and Methods

The test intervention assessed was the treatment of residual
dentition by means of fixed partial dentures depending
on the nature of the opposing dentition. The comparator
intervention assessed was the treatment of residual dentition
by means of removable partial dentures or combined
fixed/removable partial dentures, again depending on the
nature of the opposing dentition. Implant-supported den-
tures (fixed or a combination of fixed/removable partial
dentures) were also considered in the assessment of the test
and comparator interventions. Control groups receiving no
treatment at all were not considered.

Adult patients with residual dentition who had an indi-
cation for restoration with partial dentures were included
in the investigation. Residual dentition was classified as
interdental (Kennedy Class III+IV) as well as free-end
gaps (Kennedy Class I+II) [11] comprising at least the
first two molars. All patients with the following conditions
were excluded from the investigation: posttraumatic status,
status after carcinoma resection, craniofacial deformities and
syndromes, and oligodontia.

Systematic literature searches were carried out in the fol-
lowing databases: CENTRAL, MEDLINE, EMBASE, BIOSIS,
SciSearch, CCMed, DARE, and HTA (search period from
1982 to 2009, inclusive). In addition, a manual search was
carried out in German dental journals and the search was
extended topic specifically to the following databases: CDSR,
CDMR, CDMS, NHS EED, CINAHL, AMED, CAB abstracts,
GLOBAL Health, ISTPB + ISTP/ISSHP, Medikat, and the
publisher databases of Karger (secondary search), Kluwer,
Springer, Thieme, and Hogrefe (secondary search). Finally,
the opportunity to cite additional topic-relevant studies for
the timespan until middle of 2008 was provided in July
2008 when interested parties were invited to submit written
comments on a preliminary version of the report.

Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) together with
prospective and retrospective studies without control groups
were included for the patient-relevant outcomes, provided
the patients were included in the study consecutively and
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the confounding variables were adequately monitored. Also
included in the assessment were case reports and case series
with a sample size of at least ten and of adequate biometric
quality to avoid any bias in selection. The minimum
observation time for all studies was a follow-up period of six
months.

The literature screening was carried out by two reviewers
independently of each other. After assessing the biometric
quality of the studies, the results from the individual studies
were collated according to therapy goals and outcomes,
compared, and described. IQWiG’s preliminary benefit
assessment, the preliminary report, was published on the
Internet in German language and interested parties invited to
submit written comments (https://www.iqwig.de/download/
N05-02_Vorbericht_V_1_0_Relevanz_der_Beschaffenheit_%20
der_Gegenbezahnung.pdf).

In addition to data consistency within the publication,
particular attention was paid to the homogeneity of the
follow-up period. In prospective studies, this is equivalent to
homogeneity in the age of the prostheses fitted. This factor
was also examined in the case of retrospective analyses, that
is, whether the age of the prostheses deviated considerably
from each other or at least whether their age was adequately
documented in the studies. In studies using questionnaires,
particular focus was placed on the methodology of patient
recruitment, paying special attention to the application of a
consecutive procedure.

The complexity of the topic lies in the great variability
of very different dental patterns resulting from the lack of
one or more of the total of 32 teeth in the human dentition.
To enable subgroup analyses of patients with the numerous
teeth patterns, documentation of gap classification according
to Kennedy [11] was a major factor in the usability of the
individual results for the present systematic review.

Finally, taking the above-mentioned aspects into
account, the study and publication quality was assessed by
means of a “biometric quality” tool comprising four grades
(no detectable flaws, minor flaws, major flaws, and unclear).

The grades were defined a priori as follows: “minor
flaws” exist if it is assumed that their correction would not
substantially influence the results and therefore the overall
conclusions of the study. In the case of “major flaws” the
overall conclusions of the study would be called in question,
as correction of the flaws might lead to different conclusions.

3. Results

Initially, a total of twenty five papers were identified that
met the inclusion criteria. After more detailed screening,
eight studies had to be excluded from the assessment, as
the data provided could not be broken up on the basis of
variations in the opposing dentition (Figure 1). In five out
of 17 papers definitely included, there were prepublications
with no additional relevant information. In eight of the 17
studies, there was information about the “denture longevity”
outcome, in five studies information on the “change in
dietary habits” outcome, in four studies information on the
“oral health-related Quality of life” and “patient satisfaction”
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FiGure 1: Flow chart literature search.

outcome, and in nine studies information on the “denture
cleansability and aftercare required” outcome, whereby 11
studies reported on one outcome, three studies on two,
and three studies on three outcomes. Five publications
reported only on fixed partial dentures, three publications
only on removable partial dentures, one publication on fixed
and removable partial dentures, one publication on fixed
partial dentures and complete dentures, three publications
on removable partial dentures and complete dentures, one
publication on removable partial dentures and fully dentu-
lous patients, and three publications on removable partial
dentures and complete dentures as well as fully dentulous
patients. There were control interventions in nine papers;
however, in eight cases they represented interventions that
did not meet the inclusion criteria (i.e., complete dentures or
fully dentulous patients) (see Tables 1 and 2). This ultimately
resulted in indirect comparisons being carried out on the test
interventions of fixed versus removable partial dentures in
relation to variations in the opposing dentition.

The overall study and publication quality of the relevant
studies was for the most part inadequate (Table 3). There was
only one prospective trial on the topic under investigation
[12] that could be described as randomized controlled, yet
it provided no information on the randomization technique

used. The six prospective studies [13—18] identified revealed
unequal periods of observation and flaws in how study
discontinuations were dealt with. The three retrospective
studies [19-21] also revealed considerable flaws in the quality
of studies and publication. The findings were similar for the
seven prevalence studies identified [22-28], although here it
was mainly the selection methods of the patient population
that were inadequately described.

3.1. “Denture Longevity” Outcome. Of the eight studies
identified for the “denture longevity” outcome, one had no
detectable flaws, two had minor, and five had major flaws
in the biometric quality of the studies and publication. A
comparison between the longevity of fixed and removable
partial dentures was only possible for one opposing dentition
variant (complete dentures in the opposing arch) (Tables 4
and 5).

Only one trial [12], described as randomized controlled,
contains data on the longevity of fixed and removable partial
dentures in combination with a complete denture in the
opposing arch. The validity of this trial is reduced through
the following biometric flaws: (1) no data on the Kennedy
classes of the intervention arches; (2) incomplete data on
prognostic factors and comorbidity; (3) inhomogeneous size
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TaBLE 2: Description of patient population.
Study Gender Mean age (range) Number of Nu.mb.er of pati.ents Patients  Drop-outs
m/f patients screened ~ with intervention  evaluated n (%)
Balshi et al., 1996 [13] 15/292 n/a (n/a) 45 45 45 0
Isidor and Budtz-Jergensen, 1990 [29]  25/28 69.0 (61-83) 53 53 43 10 (23%)
Carlson and Yontchev, 1996 [14] 11/1 53 (33-74) 12 12 8 4 (33.3%)
Esquivel-Upshaw et al., 2008 [15] 3/18 n/a (30-62) 21 21 21 0
Frank et al., 1998 [22] 402/398 59 (n/a) 800 410 410 —b
Hummel et al., 2002 [23] n/a n/a (17-n/a) 17 884 1306 1303 —b
Lassila et al., 1985 [24] 47142 62.5 (n/a) 89 89 89 —b
Liedberg et al., 2005 [25] 483/0 68 (67-68) 483 483 474 —b
Ow et al., 1997 [26] 312/579 65.9 (55-91) 891 891 871 —b
Randow et al., 1986 [19] 96/145°¢ 51.6 (n/a)° 281 267 241 26 (11%)
Romeo et al., 2003 [16] 16/22 51 (21-71) 38 38 38 0
Studer et al., 1998 [20] 46/66 57.7 (28-84) 155 155 112 43 (38%)
Tuominen et al., 1989 [27] 2568/2460 51.9 (30-n/a) 5028 5028 5028 —b
Ueda et al., 1993 [17] 11/11 54.4 (34-74) 22 22 22 0
Vallittu et al., 1993 [28] n/a n/a (n/a) — 266 266 —b
Wayler et al., 1984 [18] 1221/0 50.5 (25-79) 1221 1133 1133 88 (8%)
Yli-Urpo et al., 1985 [21] 62/60 n/a (n/a) — 122 122 0

“No information on the gender of 3 patients.

bThere were no drop-outs with one-time data collection, though cross-sectional studies contain no information on response rates.

“Data applies to evaluated patients; all other apply to included patients.
f: female, m: male, n: number of patients, n/a: not available.

of tooth gaps in the group with fixed partial denture: 44.4%
teeth gaps of two to three teeth, 25.9% gaps of four to five
teeth, and 29.7% gaps of nine to 11 teeth; (4) no data on teeth
gaps for the group with removable partial denture; (5) drop-
out rate of 18.9% over a follow-up period of five years; (6)
detailed description of randomization procedure is missing
(only mentioned as a term), so it should rather be classed as
a nonrandomized controlled trial; (7) no significance level
given (P value) in the subgroup analysis. Consequently, a
significant difference cannot be considered as detected in the
5-year survival rate of fixed partial dentures (95.2%) and
removable partial dentures (100%) with a complete denture
in the opposing arch.

Data on the longevity of fixed tooth-borne partial
dentures with differing variations in the opposing dentition
were found in two studies: in one publication [15], the 4-
year survival rate with natural opposing dentition is given as
86,7%; in the above-mentioned RCT [12], the 5-year survival
rate with complete denture in the opposing arch is given
as 95.2%. Apart from other differences in the study design
and setting, a direct comparison between these two trials is
limited by the different follow-up periods, since one of the
publications gives no survival rates for shorter periods.

Data on the longevity of fixed implant-supported partial
dentures with differing variations in the opposing dentition
were found in two additional trials: the 3-year survival rate
in case of natural opposing dentition is given as 97.8% in
one publication [13]; the survival rate for fixed implant-
supported partial dentures in the opposing arch after an
average followup of 44.5 months is given as 100% in the other
publication [16]. Apart from other differences in the study

design and setting, a direct comparison of these data does
not appear to have much value, since the follow-up period in
one of the studies does not indicate survival rates for shorter
periods.

No conclusions can be drawn on the basis of the existing
data regarding whether variations in the opposing dentition
influence the longevity of fixed or removable partial dentures
(Table 6). Only two trends can be deduced. (a) The first trend
suggests increased longevity of removable partial dentures,
compared to fixed partial dentures, with a fully edentulous
opposing arch fitted with a removable prosthesis. (b) The
second weaker trend suggests increased longevity of implant-
supported partial dentures, compared to conventionally fixed
partial dentures, with natural opposing dentition or with a
removable partial denture in the opposing arch.

3.2. “Dietary Habits” Outcome. There were major flaws in
the quality of the biometric studies and publication in all
5 studies that contained data on the change in dietary
habits in fixed and removable partial dentures in relation to
variations in the opposing dentition. As no evaluable data
were found on dietary habits in patients fitted with a fixed
partial denture, it was not possible to compare with dietary
habits in patients fitted with a removable partial denture
(Tables 7 and 8).

Data on the relevance of opposing dentition for remov-
able partial dentures could only be drawn from one trial
[17]. The validity of this trial is reduced due to the following
biometric flaws: (1) inhomogeneous residual dentition in
the intervention/opposing arch: on average 17.4 teeth in the
opposing natural dentition group, 11.8 teeth in the opposing



International Journal of Dentistry

*3[qEB[IeAR JOU /U
"sormbut own-ou0 10§ sajer asuodsar 9413 Jou op saIprys Ay,

‘uB1sop [BUO1D3S-SS0ID € 0 Te[rws st dnmof[oj Inoyim satrmbur swm-auo yim yoeordde ay g,

*pa1and20 A3 12YIAYM JO aanddsaLIT Apnys 9y Ul PaAIasqo d1am sino-dorp oN,

"pa10agye sem Ajifenb o1nawolq ay) 210J919Y) pue ‘sonstIvoeIRyd JudNed 19y1o 10§ unsnipe Ae1-Y Jo siseq Y} UO JUOP sem JudwudIsse Y],
“yons se Apnjs 3y} Jo d[oym a3 Jou ‘uonsanb ay) 03 paxyury dxe Jeyy Apnis oy Jo sydadse a1y surdUd A)ifenb drnaworq oy L,

"Pa3e)s S1 I 219y M OFueI 3 0 19521 J10dax 9y Jo s1oYINE U JO JudWRLE)S 2AneI[enb e se sisayisoxd ayy yo a3e oy jo AypusSowoyur 10 AypudSowoy YL,

SME[J J0[eIN 9jorduroout ON B/u — Iedpun — [827] €66T “Te 32 NNITEA
SMEJJ Jo(eI 9)o1dwoouy SOx e/u — o[dures wopuey — [£2] 6861 “Te 32 udUTWION],
sme[j 1o(e\ 9ordwoouy SOk '/U — spdures wopuey — [97] L661 “Te 32 MO
SMefJ Jo(eIN 9ordwoouy Sax snosuagowoyuy — Apnjs 110y0D) — [6Z] S00T “Te 32 S19qpar]
SMEJJ J0(eI 9)o1dwoouy SOx snosuaSowoyuy — Ieapun — [¥2] S86T “Te 32 eIsse
sme[j Jo(e]y 9ordwoouy SOX '/U — [euOn3s-5501) — [€2] 200T “Té 32 PNy
SMEJJ Jo(eI 9)ordwoouy SOX snosuafowoyuy — Iedpun) — [22] 8661 “Te 32 uex]
s(saareuuomnsanb) sa1pnys [BUO1}I3S-55017)
SMEJJ JO[eIAl 9)o1dwoouy ON snosuaSowoyuy pSino-doip oN QATINDASUOY) — [12] s86T “Te 32 odin-1[x
Sme[j To(eJ\ 9ordwoouy Sax snoauagowoyuy SaK/ON 9ATINDISUO) — [07] 866T “Te 32 10pMIS
SME[J Jo(eI 9)o1dwoouy SOX snoouoSowo] ou/sax Iedpun) — [61] 9861 “Te 32 mopuey
SITPN)S [PUONUIAINUL JAIdS01Y
sme[j o[BI\ 9arduroouy ON B/u ou/Sax Iespun — [81] #86T “Te 10 19]4ep
sme[j To(e[\ 9ordwoouy Sax snoauagowoyuy psino-doIp oN 9ATINDISUOY) — [£1] €66T “Te 32 epaN
SME[J Jo(eIN 9)o1dwoou] SOX snoauaowoyuy psino-doip oN QATINDASUOD) — [91] €007 “Te 32 oowoy
SME[J JOUTIA a191dwoou] SIX. SN0Ua30WOH psino-doxp oN Iedpun — [S1] 8007 “Te 32 meysd -[oamnbsy
SMefJ Jo(eIN 9)ardwron SaX. snoauagowoyuy SaL/ON Iedpun — [FT] 966T ‘A9YOIUOE puUE UOS[IE))
SMEJJ JOUTIA 9)o1dwoouy SOx snoouaSowo] pSino-doip oN QATINDASUOD) — [€1] 9661 “T® 12 1ys[egq
SIIPN)S [PUONUIAIIIUL JA1OdS01]
,SME[J TOUTIA BiE) (slei(ve) Sax snouadowor] Sak/sak 9ATINDISUOY) Iedpun [e1]
: : 0661 I0PIS] pue uasuadio(-zypng
S[BLI} PI[[OIIU0D PIZIWOPULY
oagpenb noworg Jjo :MMMHMSE uryIm MMW Mwﬁwﬂwﬁmsou $MIUIP JO 3By uaiF suoseai/syno-dorp 907> EM”MMHWS QMMWWHNWNMM Apms

‘suonedrjqnd pue sa1pnis jo Ajen) :¢ a14v],



International Journal of Dentistry

"3[qEB[TeAR 10U :B/U QINJudp [enaed S[qBAOWIdI ((IY ‘UONIIUIP [BNPISAI (Y ‘UONNUIP [ernjeu (N ‘sasayisoxd paxy parroddns-juerdur ;g1 ‘qipim ded )0 @rmiuap rened paxy :qd @amuap 239[dwod :qD
‘paurquiod sjusned snomuapa pue snonjuapa A[enied 10§ Auo uaard eyec,

"porrad uUOnEAISqO PAUYSP Y3 JaYE [eUOHOUNY [[S 219M Jey) ‘sasaysold parmideynuew jo a8eIu0Id
"sdeS 1399) [e1943s MOYs ued 2531y se ‘syuajed jo saquinu a3 jou ‘ded sanadsar oy ur Y399) SUISSIW JO JqUINU SIS

%L'T6 (%8'87) AdI/AN (%8°87) TII
%L'8L 0F7¥8 (%¢'91) dO/Add e/u ?\ou.ﬁ ) 1T add [61] 9861 “[¢ 32 mopuey
%9°G/ (%L%S) Add/AN ’
SITPNIS [RUOTIUIAIINUT o>ﬁuummobom
‘ %9°87) Al
q(%¥°€E) ddI A?wz. DVE
>%T 96 (01-8'9) B/U q(%967) Add e/u (%6°79) I da1 [LT] €66T “Te 32 epan
a(%0°LE) AN (%510) T
(%€9) $ =MD
%001 . (%¥2) ddI (%S°2T) ¥ = MD (%5°08) 11 .
— 91] £00T “& 32 0dWO
%T L6 (82D ST ¥ 597 (%92) AdI/AN (%¥%°09) € =MD (%S°61) 1 ddl [o1] ! i
(%8°07) T=MD
%L'98 078y aN =MD 111 add [ST] 800 “Te 30 meysdn-[oambsy
%0°0S (081-9¢) B/u an 0F 7=y I adi [¥1] 9661 AdPIUOX pue UOs[IE)
%8°L6 0 F9¢ aN I=MD I ddl [€T] 966T “Te 32 TysTeq
S9IPNIS [RUOTIUIAIN UL o\éuo%oﬁ
(%L67) 1T —6=MD
_ (%6'67) S — 7 =MD ;
% /U IOPIS] pue UISU3I6(-Z)pn
%T'S6 0709 ao (%359 € — T = MD / ddd (1] 0661 “IOPISI P (-z1png
L1F69=qQd
S[BLI) PI[[01IUO0D paziwiopuey
a(%) (a8uey) uonnuap Luonnuap X
9)eI $5200NG uow ut dnmoyog Sursoddp renpisaz/ypim deoy sse[D Apauuay HoRuAIAU] Pms

‘sarnuap [ented paxy jo L11as8u0T i A14V],



International Journal of Dentistry

TaBLE 5: Longevity of removable denture.

Gap

Study Intervention Kennedy Class width/residual Op posing Followup in Success’rate
.. dentition month (range) (%)?
dentition
Randomized controlled trials
Budtz-Jorgensen and Isidor, 1990 [12] RPD n/a RD=7.5=+1.7 CD 60 =0 100%
Retrospective interventional studies
0,
III ((6233.18@))) ND/EPD (36.9%) o\ 45 g
tuder et al., 1998 [20 ’ 79 o .59
Studer et a [20] RPD 111 (10.8%) n/a RPD (47.7%) (12-192) 61.5%

IV (2.3%)

CD (15.4%)

“Percentage of manufactured prostheses, that were still functional after the defined observation period.
CD: complete denture, FPD: fixed partial denture, IFP: implant-supported fixed prostheses, ND: natural dentition, RD: residual dentition, RPD: removable

partial denture, n/a: not available.

removable partial denture group, and 5 teeth in the opposing
complete denture group; (2) no data on the Kennedy classes
in the intervention arches; (3) no data on prognostic factors
or on comorbidity; (4) only male patients between 67 and
68 years of age; (5) inhomogeneous age of prostheses: 35%
less than 2 years old, 48% between 2 and 9 years old, and
17% over 10 years old; (6) data collection instrument based
on 6 hard and 6 soft meals not validated; (7) inappropriate
percentage analysis of restriction in dietary habits. In another
trial, all patients interviewed featured natural dentition in the
opposing arch, so that different dentition patterns could not
be compared.

The existing data does not allow any conclusion to be
drawn on whether variations in the opposing dentition
influence dietary habits when a fixed or removable partial
denture is fitted. The data in another trial [25] show that,
in the case of removable partial dentures only, no or little
difference can be determined in relation to the opposing
dentition when eating soft or hard food (Table 9).

3.3. “Quality of Life and Patient Satisfaction” Outcome. Out
of the four identified trials, one [12] displayed minor flaws
and three [20, 22, 24] major flaws in the biometric quality of
the studies. It was only possible to compare the satisfaction
between a fixed and removable partial denture with one
opposing dentition variant (complete denture in opposing
arch).

One trial described as randomized controlled [12] con-
tained data on patient satisfaction for fixed and removable
partial dentures in combination with a complete denture
in the opposing arch. Due to the biometric flaws already
described in the results for the “denture longevity” outcome,
this trial should be designated nonrandomized. A significant
difference (P < 0.05) is indicated in patient satisfaction
regarding stability in general and during chewing with fixed
(77.8% and 85.2% of patients, resp., were satisfied) and with
removable partial denture (61.5% and 53.9%, resp.). This
effect cannot be viewed as proven due to the biometric flaws.
However, the fact that fixed prostheses have greater stability
than removable ones appears reasonable.

Data on general patient satisfaction with removable
partial dentures and differing variations in the opposing
dentition were found in one trial [22]: the percentage of

satisfied patients with removable partial denture in the
opposing arch was 37% (n = 102), and 65% for those with
complete denture in the opposing arch (n = 147). However,
due to the variable sampling size and the unequal age of
prosthesis (one to 15 years), a comparison of these data
would not appear to be worthwhile.

Based on the existing data, it is not possible to draw any
conclusions on whether variations in the opposing dentition
influence patient satisfaction when fitting fixed or removable
partial dentures.

3.4. “Cleansability and Aftercare Required” Outcome. Data
on denture cleansability and aftercare required when fitting
fixed and removable partial dentures were included in nine
publications. Of these trials, two showed minor [12, 13]
and seven major flaws [20-24, 27, 28] in the biometric
quality of studies and publication. It was only possible
to compare the maintenance requirements of fixed and
removable partial dentures for one opposing dentition
variant (complete denture in the opposing arch). As no
analysable data were found on prosthesis cleansability or
aftercare required in fixed partial dentures, it was not possible
to make a comparison with the prosthesis cleansability or
aftercare required in removable partial dentures.

Only one RCT [12] contained data on the maintenance
requirements of fixed and removable partial dentures when
the opposing arch was fitted with a complete denture.
However, as already mentioned above, it contained biometric
flaws that reduced its validity. Consequently, a significant
difference could not be proven in the level of repair
required for fixed partial dentures (22.2% of prostheses) and
removable partial dentures (23%) in combination with a
complete denture in the opposing arch.

In another trial [21], data were found on the level of
repair required for removable partial dentures with differing
variations in the opposing dentition: the number of repairs
required within a period of 16 months was 72 for natural
opposing dentition, eight for removable partial dentures in
the opposing arch, and 18 for removable complete dentures
in the opposing arch. However, due to the nondocumented
sample size of the individual subgroups and the inhomoge-
neous age of prosthesis (one to six years), a comparison of
these data would not appear to be worthwhile.
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TaBLE 6: Results on the longevity of fixed and removable prostheses.

Interventions Fixed Removable
prostheses prostheses
Studies 7 5
RCT 1 1
Prospective 5 0
Retrospective 1 1
Questionnaire 0 0
No flaws 1 0
Minor flaws 2 1
Major flaws 4 |

Patient age (a) 55.8 [83,4%"] 63.4 [100%"]

Gender (% m) 45.6 [100%"] 44.2 [100%"]
Oral hygiene index® 0.4-1.0 [5.8%"] 0.4-1.0 [16.7%"]
Tobacco . 0 [10.4%"] o
consumption

Number of prostheses 463 156

Followup (Mo) 65.9 [100%"] 95.0 [100%"]

Drop-outs (%) 7.7 [100%°] 26.9 [100%"]
Residual dentition 8.7 [14.9%"] 7.5 [16.7%P]
Width of gaps 0.9 [24.5%"] —
Kennedy I 7.1% 52.6%
Kennedy II 7.8% 19.8%
Kennedy III 34.6% 9.0%
Kennedy IV 0.9% 1.9%
Kennedy n.a.c 49.6% 16.7%
Opposing arch ND 16.6% 0%
Opposing arch FPD 2.8% 0%
Opposing arch RPD 0% 39.7%
Opposing arch CD 8.4% 29.5%
Opposing arch n.a.c 72.2% 30.8%

86.74 for FPD {48¢}

(Esquivel-Upshaw
Functional capability et al., 2008 [15])
with ND in OA (%) g7 gd for [FP (36¢}
(Balshi et al.,
1996 [13])
95.24 for FPD {60¢} 1004{60¢}

Functional capability

with ND in OA (%) (Budtz-Jergensen (Budtz-Jergensen

and Isidor, 1990 [12]) and Isidor, 1990 [12])

1009 for IFP {44.5¢}
(Romeo et al.,
2003 [16])*

*Silness and Loe plaque index [30].

bPercentage of the sample to which results refer to.

‘Data in publication could not be evaluated, since several groups were
pooled or could not be itemized.

dPercentage of functional prostheses.

¢(Intermediate) followup in month.

*Results from study with major biometrical flaws.

CD: complete denture, FPD: fixed partial denture, IFP: implant-supported
fixed denture, m: male, mo: months, ND: natural dentition, OA: opposing
arch, RCT: randomized controlled trial, RPD: removable partial denture,
n/a: not available.

Functional capability
with ND in OA (%)
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No conclusions could be drawn on the basis of the
existing data as to whether variations in the opposing
dentition influence denture cleansability and aftercare in case
of a fixed or removable partial denture.

4. Discussion

After a comprehensive literature search and an assessment
of the evidence base on the relevance of variations in
the opposing dentition for the functionality of fixed and
removable partial dentures, no robust conclusions could
be drawn. This is due both to the low quantity and the
methodological weaknesses of the few studies identified.
Only one of the 17 studies compared the two denture types
investigated within the context of a controlled prospective
study, even though this study cannot be regarded as an RCT
either, due to its inadequately documented randomization
procedure. All the remaining data extracted originated from
prospectively or retrospectively planned studies without
a control group (one-arm studies) or from one-off data
collections by way of questionnaires. It should be noted,
however, that all the studies included were not per se
concerned with the question of the relevance of opposing
dentition but addressed this question mostly in the form of
subgroup analyses. For this reason the literature search for
this report was particularly time intensive, as it could mostly
be decided only on the basis of full-text screening whether a
subgroup analysis considering opposing dentition had been
performed.

Within the framework of the quality assessment for the
present systematic review, the serious biometric flaws in
study and publication quality identified in nearly all studies
refer to the research question investigated here, that is, the
relevance of opposing dentition. This quality assessment is
not an evaluation of the informative value of the individual
studies with regard to their original research questions.

4.1. Denture Longevity. The assessment of denture longevity,
that is, the survival or success rate of dentures, should follow
a clear definition. It must be quite evident what medical,
functional, or even aesthetic requirements the dentures must
fulfill in order to be classed as “functioning” or “successful.”
In the present systematic review all irreparable damage
was viewed as a failure (end of denture longevity) and all
repairable damage was allocated to the outcome “Denture
aftercare required.”

Functional and medical reasons (medical failure = tooth
loss) account for 69.5% and 28.5% of fixed partial dentures
failures, respectively [31]; removable dentures fail nearly
exclusively for medical reasons [32]. Implant-supported
fixed dentures can fail due to prosthesis failure but also
through failure of the implants themselves [33]. In most of
the studies included, no definition was offered as to what
criteria were applied for success of the dentures, nor was the
status of the opposing dentition over the course of the entire
study period clearly reported.
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TasLE 7: Effect of fixed denture on eating habits.
. Gap width/ Opposing  Age of prosthesis
Stud . iy o .
uay Question Kennedy Class Residual dentition  dentition  in month (range) Result
Prospective interventional trials
ND ;
Masticatory efficiency 1(21.4%) (37.0%)? +39.5%b
improvement by the use of ﬁl(?72.19‘;/0)) R.PD
Ueda etal., 1993 [17] implants? 70 n/a n/a (6.8-10 +48.8%°
P IV (28.6%) (29.6%)° ( )
TEP b
(33.4%)" +62.5

“Data given only for partially edentulous and edentulous patients combined.

bRating system: for each of the 20 Japanese test meals (Bean curd, Boiled rice with tea, Noodles, Pudding, Lettuce, Shrimp tempura, Sliced cucumber, Boiled
fish paste, Tender steak, Pickled radish, Herring roe, Cookie, Cracker, Rice cake cubes, Sliced raw cuttlefish, Salami, Dried cuttlefish, Chewing gum, Biting
on an apple, and Biting off a cotton thread) 5 points are allocated if the patient is able to chew it (100 points maximum). The average difference between
preoperative and postoperative examination was calculated (positive values represent a better postoperative result).
IFP: implant-supported fixed prostheses, ND: natural dentition, RPD: removable partial denture, n/a: not available.

4.2. Change in Dietary Habits. Standardized procedures
should also be defined for the assessment of dietary habits.
First, some differentiations should be made between the
objective chewing performance (i.e., the instrumentally mea-
sured ability to break down a specific test meal into pieces)
and subjective chewing efficiency (i.e., chewing capacity as
experienced by the patient), depending on the status of the
opposing dentition. Both parameters diminish linearly with
the number of missing teeth [34]. Furthermore, different,
nonstandardized test meals have been used in various studies
[9].

Some objective tests indicate that by means of fixed and
removable dentures the chewing function can be equally
restored [35], whereas others claim a better chewing capacity
for hard food with fixed prostheses [36]. However, it is
still controversial whether the objective effect measured
correlates with the patient’s subjective perception. Objec-
tively measured improvements in chewing capacity through
adaptation of the prosthesis have not been perceived by
patients in previous studies [37]. A study in which patients
with only one partial prosthesis that estimated their chewing
ability to be the same as that of patients with two complete
prostheses shows that the parameter “subjectively reported
chewing efficiency” is potentially flawed [38]. Independent
of the choice of measurement methods, changes in dietary
habits should always be compared intraindividually.

A further patient-relevant aspect is the change in the
perception of taste through dentures. However, this affects
only removable prostheses in the upper jaw. Studies were
able to show that dissatisfaction due to a changed perception
in taste was evident only for prostheses covering the entire
palate [39], that is, for complete prostheses. This aspect plays
no role for the removable partial prostheses assessed in this
systematic review.

4.3. Oral Health-Related Quality of Life and Patient Satisfac-
tion. Oral health-related quality of life was not analyzed in
the studies identified; we therefore extended the outcomes
investigated and also included patient satisfaction so as to
be able, at least, to draw conclusions on this quality-of-
life relevant parameter. Patient satisfaction with fixed or

removable dentures should always be compared intraindivid-
ually. Every patient should first be provided with removable
dentures and then, after assessment of satisfaction, with fixed
ones. This approach is more costly than an interindividual
assessment, but reduces uncertainty and contradictions in
patients’ statements. As an inverse approach is not feasible
on practical grounds, an intraindividual approach would,
however, have to dispense with randomization with regard
to the sequence of the interventions, as the study would not
have a cross-over design in the proper sense of the term.
Particularly in view of the variety of patterns regarding the
status of teeth and opposing dentition, this study design
represents the most reliable comparison between fixed and
removable dentures for the evaluation of patient satisfaction.
This design was not found in any of the studies included.

Independently of the nature of the opposing dentition,
patient satisfaction has been found to be 96% for fixed
dentures [40] and 90% for removable ones [41]. Removable
prostheses are associated by the public with reduced oral
comfort and poorer aesthetics [42]. It has also been shown
that patient satisfaction diminishes significantly with the
number of teeth remaining. Patients with at least 25 intact
teeth are significantly more satisfied with any type of
prosthesis than patients with 1 to 24 intact teeth [43].
Above all, however, patient-related factors are of importance:
satisfaction with dentures is not only significantly dependent
on personality type [44] but also on acceptance of tooth loss
[45]. These patient-related factors often cannot be reliably
determined in a clinical study.

In the studies included, patient satisfaction was exclu-
sively assessed by means of nonvalidated questionnaires
that enquired about patients’ subjective satisfaction. The
oral health-related quality of life (OHQoL) instrument is a
validated tool. OHQoL also diminishes considerably with the
number of intact teeth (P < 0.001) and the condition of those
remaining [46]. In patients with less than 20 intact teeth, it
falls to half of the value for fully dentulous patients. Above
all, the lack of the front teeth—even if these are replaced
by a prosthesis—substantially lowers the OHQoL (OR =
21.5) [47]. However, demographic factors such as ethnicity
or immigrant status have a stronger influence on the OHQoL



International Journal of Dentistry

12

*9[qE[IRAR 10U /U ‘9INJuap [ened s[qeAotwal (Y ‘UONTUIP [eNPISAI :(TY ‘UONNUIP [eInjeu (N ‘sosaisord paxy pajroddns-juerduwr ;.11 @rmjuap [enied paxy :qdq @Imuap 23o7dwod :qD
*0600T Se PAUYIP 21oM AOUIDYJ2 A10JEITISEW JO JUSWAINSLIW [BJUIWNNSUT UT Juauriredur jsed] ayy Surmoys juedonred oy jo syiqey Sunes oy ], "yuow  ur ua)ed
SeM POOJ (seueueq pue ‘saSesneg ‘sa[qedadoa pafrog edt pOUIN ‘SULLIDH Ysy-poD)) Jos pue (peaiq dsiiy pue ‘pealq [eaw[oYAN ‘STedd ‘so1ddy ‘sajqeiaSop mey Joog [104) PIey Ydohul MOY Pue Ud)jo MOH

"UIAI3 9OUBLIBA ON],

‘uonsanb ay 03 saf | Surtomsue syuaned jo umE:qunE
"uaA1d aduerres ou ‘dnoxd pue jusned 1ad pajenores sanjea uedw ¢(S)NUBIJ
pue ‘sajddy ‘s1aqunony) Mme[s 907 A12[2)) ‘SJ0LIEd MEY UDOIYD PILL] ‘SWE[D PILL] ‘TWE[ES Ye3)S ISL0I JOJ ‘Pealq UBI[E}] 10 YOUSL] ‘S[[01 PIEH) SPOOJ 183} €1 YIm (3ane8au) § 03 (an1sod) [ woxy swayds Suney |

q%$ e/u aN e/U B/U ss1satysord oA yiim swapqord Surmayd 0.y nok o [92] 2661 “Te 32 MO
p% ¥ TTT (%¥¥) aD 50°6 = @d
p%0¥CI (%61) add 81T =dd $P00J 1j0s 183 NOK Op U0 MOH
p%L€TT (%L€) AN VLT =AY I
39 819gpar
$9%1°001 o (%¥¥) aD 05 =@ o (521 500z TP 12 B1aqpar
p%T1°00T (%61) Add L8'TT =y £pOOJ pIEY 183 NOA Op UYO MOH
p%6'86 (%L€) AN VLT =AY
a%8°€8 (%7) &/u (%7) B/u 3789 noA uaym amjuadp fented romof moA 1apun 398 pooj saoq
969°ST (9%9¢) AD (9%9) Al 3Pp00J JO 21s®) 21} 103y drnjuap [enaed 19omof oL sa0(]
T9%  (081-CT) /U (%57) Add eu (%€ 111 £p00J JO 2310y oA Juuf 21Mudp [erred MO INOK SO 771 ot e 12 yueag
QT'TH (%61) Add (%12) 11 sormyuap rented 1omof oA YIIM SUIMITD UT SANNOTJTP dABY NOL O]
q%6°S8 (%81) AN (9%8S) I ;3umnes 103 arnjudp [enred 1omof 1oL asn Nok o]
SaITEUUONSIND/SATPN)S WONOI[0d BIBP SWII-dUQ
96T (%ST) D
Wil B/U (%61) Add e/Uu B/u ;Mo[[ems 0] Ased POOJ 153} A} ST [81] #86T “Te 12 1914ep
GE'T (%99) AN
S[BLI) [EUOTJUDAIUI 2A1}OdS01]
(98ue) yyuowr ur uonnuap uonnuap
s stsayysoxd jo a3y SursoddQ enprsar/yapm deny ssepD Apauuay uonsang Apmis

's)1Iqey Sunes UO 2INJUIP J[qRAOUIAI JO 1037 g H14V],



International Journal of Dentistry

TABLE 9: Results on the eating habits of fixed and removable

prostheses.
. Fixed Removable
Interventions
prostheses prostheses
Studies 1 4
RCT 0 0
Prospective 1 1
Retrospective 0 0
Questionnaire 0 3
No flaws 0 0
Minor flaws 0 0
Major flaws 1 4
. 54.4 60.9
Patient age (a) (100%] [100%]
50.0 71.3
0,
Gender (% m) [100%)] [100%)
Number of prostheses 14 1004
8.4
Followup (Mo) [100%]
0
- 0, J—
Drop-outs (%) (100%)]
11.4
Residual dentition — (13, 0%]
Width of gaps — —
Kennedy I 21.4% 23.8%
Kennedy II 42.9% 8.8%
Kennedy III 7.1% 5.3%
Kennedy IV 28.6% 2.3%
Kennedy n/a® 0% 59.9%
Opposing arch ND 0% 50.5%
Opposing arch FPD 0% 7.7%
Opposing arch RPD 0% 17.0%
Opposing arch CD 0% 24.0%
S/I;Eosmg dentition 100% 0.8%
b c
Hard food with " ('ie{r‘;/; L
ND in opposing arch 2005 [25])*
b c
Hard food with (Lli(l(()l.bleli{ng 231
RPD in opposing arch & v
2005 [25]) *
b c
Hard food with (I}i(;(c)l'lieli{ nftl a}l
CD in opposing arch & .
2005 [25])
b c
Soft food with (Llize:?i.tTefgrléi jl
ND in opposing arch 2005 [25])*
b c
Soft food with Cogben )
RPD in opposing arch recherg et dlo
2005 [25])*
122.4%{n/a
Soft food with (Lie dbejgrlei a}l
CD in opposing arch 2005 [25])*

13
TasLE 9: Continued.

. Fixed Removable

Interventions
prostheses prostheses

Chewing problems 8d{n/a}
with ND in opposing (Ow etal.,
arch 1997 [26])*

‘Data in publication not given or could not be evaluated, since several
groups were pooled or could not be itemized.

bErequency of intake measured with 12 test foods in percent relatively to
normal value.

¢(Intermediate) followup in month.

dPercentage of patients which stated masticatory problems with prostheses.
*Results of study with major biometric flaws.

CD: complete denture, FPD: fixed partial denture m: male, mo: month, ND:
natural dentition, OA: opposing arch, RCT: randomized controlled study,
RPD: removable partial dentures.

than the status of the teeth [48]. Current studies even come
to the conclusion that the OHQoL is not meaningful as an
indicator for patient satisfaction or the disease burden of
patients with tooth gaps [49].

4.4. Cleansability and Aftercare Required. The outcome
“Denture cleansability and aftercare required” covers four
different patient-related aspects:

(1) effort involved in the cleaning of the remaining teeth,
as well as (2) effort involved in the cleaning of the denture
(the third and fourth aspects are described further below).

The first and second aspects cover all measures
demanded of the patient with regard to oral or prosthesis
hygiene. Fixed and removable dentures differ fundamentally
here, as the cleansability of the remaining teeth is consider-
ably facilitated after the removable dentures are taken out,
while extra effort is required for prosthesis hygiene. Fixed
dentures are to be cleansed within the context required
for routine denture care; not only the demands in time
but also the dexterity required by the patient is greater,
however, in comparison to the care of natural teeth. In
patients no longer possessing sufficient motor capacities
due to age or illness, fixed dentures are for this reason
often contraindicated. The question as to whether and what
influence the nature of the opposing dentition has on oral
and prosthesis hygiene could not be answered in the present
analysis. In principle it can, however, be assumed that for
every denture, independently of the opposing arch, certain
efforts are necessary for hygiene, efforts which are doubled,
for example, if the opposing arch is equipped with a similar
denture.

Without taking opposing teeth into account, numerous
studies have shown that, assuming adequate care, patients
with fixed as well as those with removable dentures bear no
increased risk of caries [50-52] or periodontitis [29, 53, 54].
For both fixed and removable dentures, adherence to specific
regulations on design is essential in the production of the
devices in order to keep plaque formation as low as possible
and so ensure the hygienic qualities of the dentures [55].
In addition, it is the dentist’s responsibility to inform the
patient not only of the necessity and possibilities of oral and
prosthesis hygiene, but also to motivate him or her on a
regular basis [56]. The reality, however, is that 83% of all
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denture wearers are not properly informed and 12% of all
wearers show no adequate behaviour regarding denture care
[57]; in hospitalized patients the percentage is even 45% [58].

Further aspects of the outcome “Denture cleansability
and aftercare required” are (3) the level of repair required for
dentures and (4) the effort involved in denture aftercare.

For denture repairs, not only the potential costs incurred
but also the often necessary deprivation of the denture
during repair in a dental laboratory are relevant issues for
patients.

The following points were noted in the evaluation of the
studies included.

(1) To be able to draw robust conclusions, a randomized
controlled design of the study is essential. This
cannot, however, be easily ensured in studies on
dental prostheses. Stratified randomization should be
used, at least with regard to the different opposing
dentition groups. The problem of randomized allo-
cation of patients to the fixed or removable denture
group arises from the fact that fixed dentures are
more expensive to produce. The “split-mouth” study
design used in numerous denture studies, that is,
the intraindividual comparison between the left- and
right-hand halves of the jaw of the same patient, is
only suitable for the assessment of fixed dentures, not
removable dentures, which extend over the whole jaw
for one-sided tooth gaps.

(2) In the case of non-RCTs, the intervention arches
should be comparable. As an intact jaw has at least 14
teeth, not less than 24 = 16,384 variations in tooth
gaps are possible. To limit the number of subgroups,
classification according to type, localization, and size
of the gap, as practiced in this report, would be
sensible, that is, specification of Kennedy class (I-1V)
of the jaw, as well as gap width (number of missing
teeth). By this classification the number of subgroups
is reduced. These data should be supplemented by the
number of intact teeth remaining, which should be
similar between groups.

(3) In the description of the opposing dentition, at least
the five groups distinguished in this systematic review
(ND, RPD, CD, FPD, and IFP) should also be assessed
separately. In many publications, these data are only
reported within the framework of the demographic
description of the patient population, but the results
are not presented separately for groups according
to opposing dentition. In part, for example, the
natural opposing dentition is treated as equal to a
fixed denture in the opposing arch. In the case of a
follow-up period of ten years or longer, it should be
noted that, over time, the condition of the opposing
dentition may change. Due to the loss of teeth in
the opposing arch, natural opposing dentition may
turn into residual dentition and can eventually lead
to a fully edentulous arch. All these changes must be
documented. It should further be considered whether
only patients with a constant status of their opposing
dentition should be included in the assessment in
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terms of a per-protocol (PP) analysis or whether,
parallel to that, patients with changes in this status
should be evaluated during the follow-up period by
way of an intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis.

(4) As a relevant comorbidity, the periodontal status

of the remaining teeth should primarily be con-
sidered. Every type of denture—with the exception
of implants—results in additional strain on the
remaining teeth. If their stability is compromised
by periodontal disease, this has an effect on the
expected longevity of the denture. The presence of
parafunctions such as bruxism is a second important
factor, as dentures in people with such a condition are
overstressed. Periodontitis and parafunctions should
at least be adequately monitored.

(5) Prognostic factors include smoking habits and oral

hygiene. As these are changeable risk factors, smokers
and patients with inadequate oral hygiene need not
necessarily be excluded from the study, but could
receive counseling for smoking cessation or be given
instructions in oral hygiene. As the compliance of
study participants is important in every long-term
study, this would also represent a preselection with
regard to less cooperative patients. Suitable variables
as indicators of patients’ oral hygiene are plaque and
bleeding indices [30].

(6) It is imperative that the prostheses are of uniform

age. Many of the studies identified compared newly
manufactured prostheses and others that had in part
been used for over ten years. In prospective study
designs, the age of the prostheses is equivalent to
the follow-up period, which should not be subject
to deviations. Furthermore, attention should be paid
to a standardized manufacturing process of the
prostheses. For fixed dentures this means the same
preparation technique, the same molding material,
the same alloy and ceramic material, and if possible
the same dental laboratory. For removable dentures
it would in principle be important to focus on a
uniform, systematic design of the prosthesis, on the
same materials, and on a standardized manufacturing
process. Comparison of the level of repair required
for differently fabricated dentures must be regarded
as a methodological error in the study design. In
retrospectively planned studies it can be assumed
that the prostheses were not manufactured under
standardized conditions.

(7) As a matter of principle, only dental indications

should be compared in which both fixed and remov-
able dentures are considered as treatment options.
For one- or two-sided free-end gaps (Kennedy class
[+11) with a gap width of one tooth, a fixed denture in
the form of an extension bridge is possible, but due to
the greater strain arising through the leverage effect,
the longevity or level of repair of such bridges is,
for example, not comparable to that of conventional
bridges in patients with Kennedy class III gaps [59].
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Regarding the longevity of implants it should be
noted that their survival rate depends, among other
factors, on their position, length, diameter, and sur-
face. If the jawbone material available is insufficient
to fit an implant, then bone augmentation, that
is, an increase in the local bone material, must
first be performed. The survival rate of implants in
augmented areas is again lower than that of those set
in original, local bone material [60].

(8) The assessment of outcomes must follow a standard-
ized procedure. Although restrictions such as cost
aspects, the impossibility of blinding, and the lack
of randomization due to patient preferences play an
important role in the conduct of dental care studies,
some approximation to the state-of-the-art standards
implemented in other areas of medical care would be
desirable. Overcoming these restrictions represents
a challenge that evidence-based dental medicine
should successfully meet. Ultimately, the conduct
of informative studies is urgently recommended in
order to successfully clarify the present research
questions.

5. Conclusions

This systematic review assesses the relevance of variations
in the opposing dentition for the functionality of fixed and
removable partial dentures. There is currently no proof
of sufficient certainty regarding the relevance of oppos-
ing dentition in removable and fixed partial dentures for
any of the following patient-relevant outcomes: “denture
longevity,” “change in dietary habits,” “oral health-related
QoL,” condensed into “patient satisfaction,” and “denture
cleansability and aftercare required.”

No evidence-based statements could be generated as to
whether, and if so how, variations in the opposing dentition
have a bearing on the decision to fit a partially edentulous
arch with a fixed or removable partial denture. There were
only few indications of increased patient satisfaction in favor
of the fixed partial denture in combination with the opposing
dentition variant of complete denture in the opposing arch.
However, these indications are based on a small number
of methodologically weak studies, and this is characteristic
of the field of prosthetic dentistry, as the systematic review
shows.
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